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Sir: 
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Appellant's Reply Brief 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer of 7-10-06, applicant/ appellant 
submits this Reply Brief in connection with the above-referenced patent 
application which is on appeal to the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences. 



Remarks 
The examiner has stated that 

appellant merely claims increased mass to some unspecified degree, 
and one of ordinary skill can see that Luce teaches some increase by 
addition of the encapsulant. 
(Page 5, lines 14-16, Examiner's Answer, 7-10-06). It is respectfully submitted 

that appellant does not merely claim increasing a thermal mass by an 

unspecified degree as stated by the examiner. Instead, claim 1 recites a 



Reply Brief 

Application Ser. No.: 10/026,059 



1 



Attorney Docket No.: 10010255-1 



structure that "reduces a thermal drift" of an electronic component by 
increasing its thermal mass 1 . 

The examiner has stated that 

Applicant acknowledges, see arguments, page 5, that the greater mass 
does reduce thermal drift by increasing the area, as shown by Luce. . . 
(Page 5, lines 17-19, Examiner's Answer, 7-10-06). Appellant has not made 

such an "acknowledgment/' Instead, the assertion that the potting material 46 

of Luce reduces thermal drift and increases thermal mass by providing a 

larger area for heat dissipation 2 was an assertion made by the examiner in the 

Office Action of 7-13-05 which appellant restated and then argued against on 

pages 5 and 6 of appellant's Appeal Brief of 2-13-06. 

The examiner has also stated that 

applicant states, however, that there is no showing that the thermal 
dissipation of heat provided by the potting compound is greater than 
the atmosphere. 

(Page 5, lines 19-21, Examiner's Answer, 7-10-06). Appellant has not made this 
statement either. Instead, appellant has stated that Luce uses the potting 
material 46 to seal the liquid crystal cell 32 from the atmosphere and to attach 
a wrist band rather than reduce thermal drift of an electronic component as 
claimed in claim 1 and that the examiner has not provided any evidence that 
the potting material 46 reduces thermal drift. (See pages 5-6 of appellant's 
Appeal Brief of 2-13-06). 

In response to appellant's argument that Luce does not even teach that 
the liquid crystal cell 32 would benefit from thermal drift reduction as 
claimed in claim 1, the examiner has stated that the potting material 46 of Luce 
would expand the thermal mass of the chip component 34 and the LCD 
display of Luce. (Page 6, lines 3-6, Examiner's Answer, 7-10-06). Appellant 



1 Appellant has shown that the potting material 46 of Luce does not reduce thermal drift of an 
electronic component by increasing its thermal mass as claimed in claim 1 and that a structure 
that increases a thermal mass as claimed in claim 1 runs contrary to the teachings in Luce for 
fabricating a miniaturized liquid crystal display device with miiiimal thickness. 

2 In any event, appellant does not claim reducing thermal drift by increasing an area for heat 
dissipation. Instead, claim 1 recites a structure that reduces a thermal drift of an electronic 
component by increasing its thermal mass. 
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submits that Luce does not teach that the chip component 34 and the LCD 
display of Luce would benefit from thermal drift reduction either. 

In response to appellant's argument that Luce is not analogous prior art 
in view of appellant's invention as claimed in claim 1, the examiner has stated 
that 

Applicant claims a circuit including an electronic component having an 
enclosure to protect the component. 
(Page 6, lines 17-18, Examiner's Answer, 7-10-06). It is respectfully submitted 

that an enclosure for an electronic component is a minor similarity between 

Luce and appellant's invention and that appellant's invention is not directed 

to an enclosure for an electronic component. Instead, appellant's invention is 

directed to reducing thermal drift in an electronic component (See claim 1 as 

well as the Title, Background, and Summary of appellant's specification) 

using a structure that surrounds an enclosure for the electronic component 

and that increases its thermal mass. In contrast, the teachings of Luce are 

directed to fabricating a liquid crystal display device of minimal thickness 

(Luce, col. 1, lines 42-44, 50-54, 62, and 66-68 and col. 2, lines 26-27) with no 

teaching of reducing thermal drift as claimed in claim 1. 
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CONCLUSION 

Appellant again respectfully submits that claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
17, 18, and 20 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 over the references cited by 
the Examiner and requests that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences 
direct allowance of the rejected claims. 

Respectfully submitted, 
By 

Date: % ^11 ~ 

Paul H. Horstmann 
Reg. No. 36,167 
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